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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of the Claims 

1 . Claims 1-22 were previously pending. Claim 1 was amended in the reply filed 
August 13, 2009. Claims 1-22 are currently pending. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. Applicant's election with traverse of claims 1-11 in the reply filed on August 1 3, 
2009 is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that the inventions are 
obvious variants of each other (Remarks, page 7). As Applicant has admitted on record 
that the inventions are not patentably distinct, the claims of identified invention II, 12-22, 
are rejoined. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejections under § 1 03(a) have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-5 and 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pugliese, et al., U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2001/0016825 (Reference A of the PTO-892 
part of paper no. 20070406) in view of Block, et al., U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2003/0055689 
(Reference A of the PTO-892 part of paper no. 20081124) and Rouston, et al., U.S. Pat. 
Pub. No. 2001/0037243 (Reference E of the PTO-892 part of paper no. 20070406). 

6. As per claim 1 , Pugliese teaches a method of providing automated reservations 
comprising the steps of: interacting with a user via a system (H 001 1 ); authenticating 
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said user utilizing one or more forms of identification data provided by said user to said 
system to access an awards account (m 001 1 , 74); acquiring itinerary data from said 
user (H 0067); querying an itinerary database with said itinerary data (IfH 0040, 0081); 
providing to said user a plurality of itineraries (H 0040); allowing said user to select an 
itinerary from said plurality of itineraries 0040); querying an awards database to 
determine if said user has sufficient awards in said awards account for an itinerary (HH 
0074-75); and acquiring payment information from said user for said selected itinerary 
(110040). 

Pugliese does not teach that the system used to interact with a user is an 
automated interactive voice response system; which is taught by Block (1| 0010). Since 
each individual element and its function are shown in the prior art, albeit shown in 
separate references, the difference between the claimed subject matter and the prior art 
rests not on any individual element or function but in the very combination itself— that is, 
in the substitution of the automated interactive voice response system in Block for the 
system used to interact with the user taught by Pugliese. Both systems share similar 
characteristics and functions. It would have been prima facie obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to incorporate an automated interactive 
voice response system because it is merely the simple substitution of one known 
element for another that could be implemented through routine engineering producing 
predictable results. 

While Pugliese teaches determining if said user has sufficient awards in said 
awards account for certain goods/services (IfH 0074-75), it does not explicitly teach 
determining if said user has sufficient awards in said awards account for an itinerary ; 
which is taught by Rouston (If 0035). Since each individual element and its function are 
shown in the prior art, albeit shown in separate references, the difference between the 
claimed subject matter and the prior art rests not on any individual element or function 
but in the very combination itself— that is, in the substitution of the itinerary awards 
purchase in Rouston for the awards purchase of other goods taught by Pugliese. Both 
are purchases of goods and are bought using an awards account. It would have been 
prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
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incorporate itinerary awards purchases because it is merely tlie simple substitution of 
one known element for another that could be implemented through routine engineering 
producing predictable results. 

7. As per claim 2, Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 1 as described above. Pugliese further teaches confirming said selected itinerary 
(110068). 

8. As per claim 3, Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 1 as described above. Pugliese further teaches placing said selected itinerary on 
hold (H 0067); and providing said user a reference number indicative of said itinerary 
(Abstract). 

9. As per claim 4, Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 1 as described above. Pugliese further teaches said user interacts with said 
system utilizing vocal responses (HH 001 1 , 40 - use of a telephone). Block further 
teaches that the system is an automated interactive voice response system (H 001 0), 
which would have been obvious to incorporate for the same reasons set forth above 
with respect to claim 1 . 

10. As per claim 5, Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 1 as described above. Pugliese further teaches assigning seats to said user for 
said selected itinerary 0051). 

11. As per claim 7, Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 1 as described above. Pugliese further teaches said itinerary data includes one or 
more of the group consisting of a departure date, an arrival date, a departure time, an 
arrival time, departure location, arrival destination, number of passengers, class of 
service, and seating preference (H 0067). 

12. As per claim 8, Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 1 as described above. Pugliese further teaches said identification data is 
biometric data (H 0068). 

13. As per claim 9, Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 8 as described above. Block further teaches that the identification data is voice 
data (H 0223). It would have been prima facie obvious to incorporate voice data as 
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identification data because it is the simple substitution of one type of identification data 
for another (i.e., the types taught by Pugliese), that could have been implemented 
through routine engineering producing predictable results. 

14. As per claim 10, Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 1 as described above. Pugliese further teaches wherein said identification data is 
at least one of the group consisting of a user's name, a personal identification number, a 
social security number, a telephone number, a birth date, and a frequent flyer number (H 
0044). 

15. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pugliese, 
et al. in view of Block, et al. and Rouston, et al. as applied to claim 1 above, further in 
view of Trader, et a!., U.S. Pat. No. 5,854,837 (Reference B of the PTO-892 part of 
paper no. 20070406). 

1 6. As per claim 6, Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 1 as described above. Pugliese further teaches that the user speaks to an 
operator (1| 0040) but does not explicitly teach that the user is transferred to the 
operator upon request. Trader teaches the user is transferred to the operator upon 
request (column 1 , line 23). It would have been prima facie obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to incorporate the user is transferred to 
the operator upon request in order to give the user additional help or information (as 
taught by Trader; column 1, line 24). Moreover, this is merely a combination of old 
elements. In the combination no element would have served a function other than it 
already did independently, and one skilled in the art would have recognized that the 
combination could be implemented through routine engineering producing predictable 
results. 

17. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pugliese, et al. in view of Block, et al. and Rouston, et al. as applied to claim 1 above, 
further in view of Lambert, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 6,282,649 (Reference D of the PTO-892 
part of paper no. 20070406). 
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18. As per claim 1 1 , Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston teaches the method of 
claim 1 as described above. Pugliese in view of Block and Rouston does not explicitly 
teach said awards database is a look-up table. Lambert teaches said awards database 
Is a look-up table (column 1 , line 58). It would have been prima facie obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to incorporate said awards 
database is a look-up table in order to identify a user and his/her access authority (as 
taught by Lambert; column 1 , lines 58-60). Moreover, this is merely the simple 
substitution of one type of database (the LUT in Lambert) for another (the database in 
Pugliese), that could have been implemented through routine engineering producing 
predictable results. 

19. Claims 12-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combinations of Pugliese, Block, Rouston, Trader, and Lambert set forth above. 

20. In the reply filed August 13, 2009, Applicant traversed the restriction of claims 1- 
1 1 from claims 12-22 by setting forth that the inventions are obvious variants of each 
other. As such. Applicant's statement on the record clearly indicates claims 12-22 are 
not patentably distinct from claims 1-1 1 rejected above, and are therefore rejected on 
the same grounds for the same reasons. 

Conclusion 

21 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, liowever, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL P. VETTER whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-1366. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 

from 8am to 6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Hayes can be reached on (571) 272-6708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
/DPV/ 

/JOHN W HAYES/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3628 



